This is the second report of the Special Committee on Suprageneric Names. Details of the origin, members, and mandate of the Committee may be found in the Committee's first report (Turland & Watson, 2004) .
The present report concerns the fourth item in the Committee's mandate: to review a list of proposed changes to the citations of names of families in Appendix IIB (Spermatophyta) that were not implemented in the Saint Louis Code (Greuter & al., 2000) . Presented here are the Committee's recommendations. These changes were proposed by James L. Reveal and the late Ruurd D. Hoogland and were published by Reveal (1998) , who, as a member of this Committee, has regularly provided updated information (see Hoogland & Reveal, 2005) . Committee member Alexander B. Doweld has also provided valuable data (see Doweld, in press ). Previous discussions on the proposed changes can be found in Greuter & al. (2000: xv-xvi) , Turland & Barrie (2001) , and Turland & Watson (2004) .
Proposals calling for a formal 1789 starting date for suprageneric names have been made by this Committee to the Nomenclature Section of the XVII International Botanical Congress in Vienna (Prop. 242 and 243 in Turland & Watson, 2004 : 1083 Art. 13 Prop. A and B in McNeill & Turland, 2005: 220) . In the event of these proposals being defeated, 35 names published by Adanson (1763) , 38 by and four by Batsch (1786) will remain validly published. Of these 77 names, 42 corresponding entries in App. IIB would have to be modified in the Vienna Code because the Adanson names were already included in the Saint Louis Code. Uncertainty over the validity of the Durande and Batsch names led to their being deferred by the Editorial Committee (Turland & Barrie, 2001) for consideration by the Committee on Suprageneric Names, which voted that they are validly published (Turland & Watson, 2004 : 1083 -1084 . If, as this Committee hopes, one of the starting date proposals is passed, none of the 77 names will be validly published and the Adanson names will be changed in most cases back to the entries that were given in the Tokyo Code (Greuter & al., 1994) , i.e., mostly from Jussieu (1789). Acceptance of the 1789 starting date has broader implications, which were discussed in the Committee's first report, than the differing numbers of changes that need to be made to App. IIB.
The Committee on Suprageneric Names (Turland & Watson, 2004 : 1084 voted (8 in favour : 2 against : 1 abstaining) that names published by Berchtold & Presl (1820) at the rank of 'rad' and 'celed' are to be accepted at the ranks ascribed, i.e., order and family, respectively, deeming Art. 18.2 not to apply. However, many of the names of orders are not validly published because a corresponding legitimate family name did not already exist (Art. 16.1(a)). On the other hand, most of the names of families are validly published, and in four cases (Arecaceae, Hydrocotylaceae, Marcgraviaceae and Nolanaceae) they necessitate changes to App. IIB. The minority opinion of the Committee is that 'rad' should be treated as family under Art. 18.2 and 'celed' is therefore a misplaced rank-denoting term and the names so ranked are not validly published under Art. 33.7. Relevant here are two proposals to amend the Code (Prop. 189 and 190 in Moore, 2004; Art. 18 Prop. G and H in McNeill & Turland, 2005: 223) . The first would add a Note after Art. 18.2 preventing that rule from applying "if this would result in a taxonomic sequence with a misplaced rankdenoting term or if the term family is simultaneously used to denote a different rank in the taxonomic sequence". The other proposal would add a Voted Example on Berchtold & Presl, expressly mandating the Committee's recommendation to the Nomenclature Section in Vienna. In the event of Moore's proposals being defeated with an explicit rejection of his arguments by the Section, the Editorial Committee would have to follow the decision of the Section. Therefore, changes to App. IIB could differ from those listed below. A note has been added in each case so affected ("published as the name of an order by Berchtold & Presl" ).
The ten current entries for names published by Endlicher (1841) , as well as that of Grubbiaceae (Endlicher, 1839) , need to be modified because, although these names have traditionally been treated at the rank of family, they are in fact rankless if the Code is strictly applied. The ten names published in 1841 are Avicen-niaceae, Balanitaceae, Cyrillaceae, Desfontainiaceae, Eucryphiaceae, Eupomatiaceae, Geissolomataceae, Gyrostemonaceae, Trigoniaceae and Velloziaceae. When the name of a family would be a nomen nudum were it not for a reference to an earlier, validly published name of a subdivision of a family based on the same genus, then, and only then, is that earlier subdivisional name cited in parentheses (with a full citation). This earlier name may seem like a basionym, as the stem is the same, but it is perhaps better regarded as a replaced synonym, as such family and other suprageneric names are not new combinations, which can only exist below the rank of genus (Art. 6.7). In a basionym, it is the epithet or (for a genus) the name that is transferred whole (with any necessary change in gender) to the new combination or generic name. In automatically typified suprageneric names, it is only the stem of the name that is transferred, as the termination changes according to the rank. Two proposals referred to the Committee on Suprageneric Names by the Saint Louis Congress were not sufficiently supported to be recommended to Vienna in the Committee's name (Art. 41 Prop. A and B in Turland & Watson, 2004 : 1087 . Alternative proposals were made by five and six members of the Committee in their own names (Prop. 256 and 257 ["016"] in Turland & Watson, 2004 : 1089 Art. 41 Prop. A and B in McNeill & Turland, 2005: 236) . These proposals would formalize the concept of a 'basionym' and parenthetic author citation in suprageneric names. As this matter is still unresolved, in keeping with the convention adopted in the Saint Louis Code, parenthetic author citations in suprageneric names are not used in the list below.
The protologues of names listed in App. IIB with a replaced synonym have been checked to ascertain if the family name was accompanied by a validating description or diagnosis. If that was indeed the case, the replaced synonym has been omitted in the list below.
If one of the 1789 starting date proposals is passed, the 'superconservation' notes in the entries for Abietaceae and Pinaceae that were in the Tokyo Code will need to be reinstated (so that if the two families are united, the junior name Pinaceae must be used). None of the superconservation notes currently in the Saint Louis Code is affected by the modifications in the listing below nor by the outcome of the starting date proposals. Reveal (2000) 
RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS TO APPENDIX IIB
These are not proposals to amend the Code and, consequently, are not subject to a vote at the Nomenclature Section in Vienna. This is because when earlier places of valid publication of the already conserved family names listed in App. IIB are known, the current entries must be regarded as isonyms, which have no nomenclatural status under the Code (Art. 6 Note 1) and therefore cannot be formally listed therein. Only the names are conserved, not their author or place or date of publication (Art. 14, Note 1). This report is, therefore, advice to the Editorial Committee.
Where two citations are given in the listing below, separated by a semicolon, the correct author and place of publication depends on a decision, to be made by the Nomenclature Section in Vienna, on the proposed 1789 starting date for suprageneric names. If one of these citations is the same as that given in the Saint Louis Code this is indicated by "[no change]".
Every one of the 136 entries in App. IIB proposed here for modification has been checked in its original publication to ensure that it is (1) validly published and (2) ranked as a family (or intended as a family and to be treated as such under Art. 18.2). Whenever reference is made in a protologue to a previous publication containing a validating description or diagnosis, that previous publication has also been checked. Supplementary information on precise dates of publication has been kindly provided by Alexander Doweld. The Committee on Suprageneric Names supports this report by vote of 10 in favour : 0 against : 0 abstaining (1 not voting) and therefore recommends to the Editorial Committee that these modifications be made in the Vienna Code. Turland & Watson (2004 : 1083 -1084 ) overlooked the valid publication of this name in Durande and instead cited it from Batsch (1786: 60), noting the existence of an earlier publication by Gmelin (1777: 23) , which has since been checked and found to be not validly published.
Cuscutaceae Dumort., Anal. Fam. Pl.: 20, 25. 1829 [no change except validly published without replaced synonym]. -Typus: Cuscuta L.
This name was previously published as an order by Berchtold & Presl (1820: 247) . Turland & Watson (2004 : 1084 incorrectly stated that Cuscutaceae was validated by C. Presl (1822: 87) by direct reference to the previously and effectively published description of "Cuscuteae" in Berchtold & J. Presl (1820: 247) . Article 41.1(b) requires that such a previously published description be of a family or subdivision of a family, whereas "Cuscuteae" is an order (see discussion above and in Turland & Watson, 2004 Berchtold & Presl (1820: 270) earlier than the entry currently listed in App. IIB.
Tamaricaceae Link -This name was published as an order by Berchtold & Presl (1820: 233) earlier than the entry currently listed in App. IIB.
Taxaceae Gray -This name was published as an order by Berchtold & Presl (1820: 261) This would be a new addition to App. IIB, recommended by the Committee for Spermatophyta (Brummitt, 2000: 268) and currently pending approval by the General Committee and Vienna Congress.
